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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript addresses an important public health and biostatistical problem by modeling survival outcomes among haemodialysis patients in a low-resource setting. The study contributes valuable empirical evidence from Tanzania, where survival analysis of chronic kidney disease patients is underrepresented in the literature. By applying parametric, semi- parametric, and non-parametric survival models, the chapter demonstrates a comprehensive methodological approach that is useful for statisticians, clinicians, and health policymakers. The findings offer practical insights into modifiable risk factors such as alcohol consumption
and dialysis frequency, which are relevant for improving patient management and outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the content, scope, and methodology of the study. It accurately communicates the focus on survival modelling, haemodialysis patients, and the use of clinical and demographic factors.
Survival Analysis of Haemodialysis Patients in Tanzania Using Clinical and Demographic Covariates
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	
The abstract is generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, objectives, methodology, results, and conclusions. However, the following minor improvements are suggested:

· Clearly specify the study design (retrospective cohort study).
· Briefly mention the study setting (Muhimbili National Hospital, Tanzania).
· Improve clarity by simplifying long sentences and correcting minor grammatical issues.
· Quantitative results (e.g., hazard ratios or survival time estimates) may be presented more concisely.

Overall, only minor editorial refinement is required.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The statistical methods used—binary logistic regression, Cox proportional hazards modelling, Kaplan–Meier estimation, log-rank testing, and parametric survival modelling—are appropriate for the study objectives and data structure. The assumptions of the Cox proportional hazards model are adequately assessed, and model selection using AIC, BIC, and goodness-of-fit tests is correctly implemented. The interpretation of results is generally consistent with the statistical findings, although some
conclusions could be stated more cautiously.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is adequate and includes a good mix of classical and recent studies relevant to chronic kidney disease, haemodialysis, and survival analysis. Several references published between 2017 and 2021 strengthen the manuscript’s relevance. However, the authors may consider adding one or two more recent (post-2021) studies on survival analysis in
haemodialysis patients, particularly from low- and middle-income countries, if available.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is understandable and conveys the intended scientific content. However, the English language quality requires moderate editing. Issues include grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, typographical mistakes, and occasional unclear sentence constructions.

Professional language editing is recommended to improve readability and presentation, especially for a book chapter.
	

	Optional/General comments
	

· The structure is logical and well organized.
· Figures and tables are informative but would benefit from improved captions and formatting consistency.
· Some repetition between Results and Discussion sections could be reduced.
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